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Preface

The world of 1812 was one of exploration and expansion by many nations. Calonization in North America, dominated by Britain, France, and
Spain for three centuries, included the extension of a fourth major world power — Russia. In the spring of 1812 while Napolean was in the process
of temporarily conguering Moscow, Mexico was struggling for independence from Spain, and the United States was fending off Britain in the War of
1812, the Russian-American Company, an amalgamation of fur traders under charter of the Tsar, was establishing the colony of Fort Ross.

The historical significance of this last event was the primary reason for the establishment of Fort Ross State Historic Park. This report contains
the Resources Management Plan which establishes policies and goals for use of the natural and cultural resources of the park and the General
Development Plan which sets forth specific proposals for development of facilities.

The Russian-American Company symbaol, the double-headed eagle, flew over Fort Ross proclaiming fts allegiance to Tsarist Russia.
jii
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I. INTRODUCTION
Purpose of Plan

The Fort Ross State Historic Park General
Development and Resource Management
Plans are designed to serve as guidelines for all
proposed park development. Their purpose is
to provide policies for the development of
facilities for visitor use and for the preserva-
tion of the cultural and natural resource val-
ues. Since it is the historic character of Fort
Ross that inspired its establishment as a park
unit, the greatest emphasis of this document
is placed on historic values. A

There are three fundamental qualities of
this report that commonly characterize a gen-
eral plan. First, it is comprehensive, since it
represents a thorough investigation of all the
known cultural and natural resources. Second,
it is flexible. If new resource information be-
comes available, the plan can be modified to
reflect current information. Third, it is long-
term. Development to accommodate demand
has been based on a twenty-year projection of
visitor atteridance. Projections of visitation
cannot be accurately estimated beyond that
time,

1835 map of North America
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FIGURE 2 — AERIAL SHOWING PROJECT BOUNDARIES AND AREAS OF INTEREST
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Note: All boundaries shown on this photograph are only approximate due to photographic distortion.
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Project Description

Fort Ross State Historic Park is located on

the Sonoma County coast, 11 miles northwest
of the town of Jenner on State Highway 1.
The unit presently contains 358 acres with
5000 feet of ocean frontage. Acquisitions in
progress will add approximately 870 acres and
9,800 feet of ocean frontage. Additional ac-
quisition would be desirable to preserve the
historical integrity of the fort and its envi-
rons.
' Ninety acres of tidelands are managed as an
underwater park unit under a renewable ten-
year lease from the State Lands Commission.
The present lease began on August 1, 1970.
This status protects by law the cultural re-
sources found in the Fort Ross Cove, includ-
ing sunken ships. .

The major visitor attraction is the Russian
fort compound, consisting of a stockade, two
blockhouses, a Russian chapel, the Rotchev
House, and a Russian well. These structures
have been either restored or completely re-
constructed since the Russian occupation dur-
ing the years 1812-1841. Approximately 15
buildings of the American Period, constructed
in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries, still stand in the area immediately
west of Fort Ross.

Fort Ross lies on a one-third-mile wide
coastal terrace between precipitous cliffs that
drop 100 feet to the ocean, and slopes that
sweep up to 1500 feet elevation. This flat
wind-swept terrace is a sharp contrast to the
downcoast sirip where steep slopes plunge
several hundred feet directly into the Pacific
Ocean. Offshore rocks and an abundance of
small promontories offer refuge to sea mam-

mals and birds..

In contrast to the rugged shore line, Fort
Ross Cove possesses still water and a serene
beach. Fort Ross Creek, slightly over two
miles long, flows in a zig- zagged, northwest-
erly direction to the cove, its course having
been displaced some 3000 feet by movement
along the San Andreas Fault. The creek origi-
nates from springs on the mountain slopes,
falling rapidly through a steep-sided ravine to
a small floodplain at sea level. Its course tra-
verses four vegetation types, coniferous for-

est, grassland, scrub and coastal strand. Open
grasslands predominate on the coastal shelf,
while Bishop pines and Douglas fir occupy the
open slopes. Magnificent groves of coastal red-
wood occupy the protected hollows and ra-
vines.

The San Andreas Fault is one of the most
interesting natural features of the park, bisect-
ing the property in a northwesterly direction.
Evidence of land movement is easily detected
by the variations in topography and the exist-
ence of numerous sag ponds.



Sketches of the Kashia Pomo people by Russfans at
Fort Ross in the 1820

Historical Background of Fort Ross

Fort Ross State Historic Park is located in
the traditional territory of the Kashia Pomo
Indians. Ethnological data together with avail-
able archeological evidence suggest that these
people have inhabited the region for at least
the last several thousand years. Remains of
large: winter villages and smaller summer
camps are scattered all along the coastal shelf

and mountainous hinterlands. The numbers
and locations of these sites indicate a large
population of semi-sedentary peoples who
were well adapted to the coastal shelf and red-
wood forests (Pritchard 1969). The Kashia
Pomo were relatively undisturbed by the
Spanish occupation of northern California
and were still a culturally independent unit
when the Russians arrived in 1812.

In the early nineteenth century, Russia was
exploiting the far northern Pacific for its fur
resources for trade with China. The Rusgan-
American Fur Company, chartered by the
Tsar, followed the sea otters to the northern
California coast. Here, because of the need to
produce food for their northern Pacific opera-
tions and the Tsar’s desire for political expan-
sion, they decided to establish a Russian farm-
ing community, Their selection of the Fort
Ross area was prompted by the existence of a
safe harbor at Bodega Bay and abundant tim-
ber for shipbuilding as well as the expanse of
agricultural meadowland and supportive cli-
mate.

The Pomo Indians were  inhabiting the
Mad-shui-nui site (north of the present fort)
when Commander Kuskov arrived on August
30, 1812. He leased the land from them and
established Colony Ross on the headland for



the Russian-American Fur Company. Rela-
tions between the Kashia Pomo and the
Russians were good and a mutual respect was
always maintained. (Haase 1955:8).

The primary interest of the Russians was
not colonization, though the Tsar was eager
to expand his influence into any territory not
actively claimed by another, as were most of
the European nations. The company’s con-
cern, however, was the development of a sup-
ply outpost. Spain, involved with the Mexican
revolt, was too occupied to oppose this en-
croachment on land she had claimed.

The Russians brought with them a number
of Aleuts as a labor force. First a fort with
stockade and blockhouses ‘was erected, and
later the homes, chapel, and numerous other
structures of a complete community were
built. There were barracks, storage barns for
furs and grains, a smokehouse, bakery, and
jail in the fort area and in the area of the
cove, boathouses, a tannery, blacksmith shop,
and bathhouse. The population of Colony
Ross was about 300 people.

The Russians of the colony apparently
maintained good relations with all California
residents. They traded and had social inter-
action with the Spanish/Mexican colonies to
the south and provided the isolated Califor-
nios and Yankees with iron implements, arma-
ments and powder. It is true, though, that
their presence was viewed as a political and
military threat by wmen such as General
Vallejo.

As the number of sea otters declined and
agricultural land was depleted by overuse, the
Russians decided to withdraw and offered
their holdings for sale. The property was re-
jected by the Hudson Bay Company of

= = = v 'S el ot
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bfew down in a severe storm in 1898.

Left: Carlos Call, san of George Call, maintained the
working Call Ranch until he retired . He was instru-
mental in promoting reconstruction of Russian struc-
tures at Fort Ross.

Below: The inhabitants of each period modified the
Russfan buildings to fit their needs. In the late 1800%
the Rotchev house served as a hotel,

Above: This boom, used by the Calfs to foad ships,

England and by General Vallejo of Sonoma.
They finally sold the entire complex to John
Sutter of New Helvetia. Russian ownership of
the land was not recognized by the Spanish or
Mexican governments. Sutter dismantled
much of. the Russian construction, shipping
the lumber, livestock, armaments and other
movable objects to his operation at New
Helvetia. After passing through the handsof a
number of owners during the brief Mexican
land grant era (Muniz and Benitz) and early
American Period (Fairfax and Dixon), the
fort and its environs were finally purchased
by George Washington Call in 1873. The Call
family utilized many of the original structures

of the fort in their lumbering, farming, ship-

ping, and livestock raising activities. The Call
ranch. continued as an important coastal
center until the late 1960's when Carlos Call
(son of G.W. Call) retired.

In 1903 George Call deeded the immediate
fort area of approximately 3.5 acres to the
California Landmarks Committee of San
Francisco. In 1906 Fort Ross became one of
the first units in the State Park System. Ad-
ditional acreage (about 354 acres) was obtain-
ed from the Call estate in 1962,

It is to interpret this colorful period of
Russian colonization and its impact on the
development of California that Fort Ross
State Historic Park is being planned.
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II. RESOURCES INVENTORY AND
ANALYSIS

The intent of the Resources Inventory is to
investigate the cultural and natural resources
of Fort Ross State Historic Park. Through se-
lection based on this study, those cultural and
natural resources can be preserved that will
provide the greatest appreciation for the cul-
tural heritage of Fort Ross.

Shelter offered by Fort Ross Cove against
the frequent north coast windstorms, timber
provided by nearby groves of pines and red-
woods, fertile farm lands of the coastal prai-
rie, and an abundance of sea otters so valued
for their fur were all factors in the Russian
decision to colonize here.

The Kashia Pomo Indians had lived in har-
mony with these resources for several thou-
sand years causing little modification in the
landscape. The Russians worked with these rz-
sources and manipulated them to their advan-
tage. Windmills were erected to capture the
energy of the almost constant winds, wells
were dug to supply fresh water, grasslands
were trimmed low by grazing stock, and the
fertility of the soil was drained in agricultural
haryest. The Americans who followed caused
some significant environmental' changes that
are still visible today.

Cultural Resources

The cultural resources of the park may be
broken down into prehistoric and historic,
The prehistoric population that is known for
the area is the Kashia Pomo Indian. Euro-
american resident populations of the historic
period consist of Russian and American peo-

ples, although the Spanish had social inter-
action with both. In association with the
Russians at Fort Ross were Aleuts and Eski-
mos who were imported as hunters and labor-
ers for the Russian-American Company.

PREHISTORIC CULTURAL RESOURCES

There are eight prehistoric sites that have
been recorded in the park, five along Fort
Ross Creek and three sites on high ground
elsewhere in the park. Of the latter three, one
extehds northward from the fort and was ex-
cavated both in 1970 and 1972 prior to the
State Highway 1 relocation, since part of the
relocated highway transects this site. This
archeological site is identified tentatively as
the Pomo village whose lands were “leased”
by the Russian-American Company so that
the Company could establish a colony in
California with some hope of legal occupation
rights on an international scale. To the west
of Fort Ross, and overlain to a great extent
by the Call ranch buildings, is another arche-
ological site tentatively identified ag the Pomo
village which was constructed after the
Russian-American Company leased the lands
of the original village site,

HISTORIC CULTURAL RESOURCES

Features of the historic period include the
partially reconstructed Fort Ross, evidence of
Russian buildings outside the fort, its associ-
ated Indian and Aleut villages, and the Call
Ranch buildings with associated archeological
sites of American structures.

The Russian aspect of the historic period is
deemed the more important aspect for re-

CLUEpA KOl a(foﬁém
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Sketch from Fedorova, 19872

search and reconstruction/interpretation pur-
poses due to its unique international back-
ground. The cultural inventory of the Russian
aspect consists of the following: (1) recon-
structed structures, (2) mobile artifacts that
have been inventoried, and (3) historic arche-
ologital 'sites in'" the archeological zone 'that
have yet to be properly investigated.

‘The reconstructed structures presently con-
sist of the second Commandant’s House
{Rotchev House), the chapel, palisades, and
the two bastions. The official’s barracks and
kitchen and the original Commandant’s House
(Kuskov House) are scheduled for reconstruc-
tion in the near future.

The mobile artifacts in our current inven-
tory number 4,975. They include items rang-
ing from ceramic chips and buttons to bottles
and iron pieces, and are derived from a num-
Ber of locations.

11
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The unexcavated historical/archeological
sites in the archeological zone of Fort Ross
and their prehistoric analogues form the
major segment of cultural resources at Fort
Ross State Historic Park. The archeological
zone, which requires proper archeological re-
search before any further reconstruction/
interpretation can take place, includes the un-
excavated area within Fort Ross palisades; the
Aleut area to the south of the fort, which
allegedly consisted of 14 plank houses; the
area in Fort Ross Creek Valley, which was a
major industrial area of the Russian commu-
nity; the Russian village area outside the fort’s
walls: the windmill site(s) to the west of Fort
Ross; and, the Russian road and cemetery
site. ' '

Right: Russian settler reburied with sfiver cruciflx
faund In grave during relocation of highway

13



Natural Resources

Fort Ross State Historic Park contains an
abundance of outstanding natural resources.
Due to the delicate balance of these features,
a clear understanding of each resource is
essential to the general planning process. The
following summation of these resources is
subsequently compiled into a natural rescurce
analysis. Descriptive. maps incorporating this
information provide the data base for' this
analysis.

VISUAL QUALITY

The scenic values along this historic coast-
line are superb. On a clear day there is a dra-
matic downcoast view of the coastal moun-
taing plunging abruptly into the sea. From
higher elevations within the project area the
view can extend as far as Point Reyes Penin-
sula. Vistas to the north are somewhat more
limited by topography. The rocky shoreline,
the offshore rocks and reefs, and the crashing
surf are a constant source of beauty and inter-
est. The forest and grassland patterns in the
landscape provide additional viewing interest.

Wide [evel terraces ahove precipitous cl{ffs are typical
of the Fort Ross area. Fort Ross Indicated by arrow.

i
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VEGETATION

The diversity of vegetation at Fort Ross is
quite remarkable. The vegetation types are
dynamic, constantly changing towards a bal-
ance of species known as a ‘‘climax forma-
tion”. Interruptions of this natural process
have-been caused to some extent by each of
the cultures which have inhabited this area.

These disturbances have been both maJor
and minor. Kashia Pomo Indlan house pits,
crop lines of the Russian agricultural fields,
tree stumps seemingly scarred with axe cts,
and grasslands in which exotic plant species
are predominant, represent disturbances of
long ago that are still visible today.. The only
significant alteration by 20th century man has
been the plantings of the Monterey cypress
grove and eucalyptus trees west of the fort
compound.

For the most part, however, the overall
Fort Ross environment maintains a pristine
appearance. The mosaic of native plants are
asgoclated with four major vegetation types —
coastal strand, scrub, grassland, and conifer-
ous forest.

The coastal strand generally occupies the
sandy beaches and cliff areas along the coast.
Vegetation here is sparse and prostrate due
mainly to soil and wind conditions. The
marine terrace is predominated by grasslands
characterized by a wide variety of mostly
exotic grass species. Presently sheep and cattle
grazing keep these grasses cropped close to
the ground.

Many species of plants were introduced by the
varjous inhabitants of Fort Ross, Some, such as this
Russian Thistle, can become pests, - . W

Ll
1

Unlike the windswept coastal plains, the
coniferous forest inland provides an unusually
calm microclimate amidst the charm of ever-
green trees dominated by Redwoods, Douglas
firs, and California laurel. The numbers and
types of understory plant species vary dramat-
ically within this vegetation type. Generally, a
greater variety of plants thrive along Fort
Ross Creek than in the hillside areas. Only the
magnificent Coast Redwoods, with all their
age and grandeur, seem to have endured un-
changed while other landscape features have
been greatly modified. An impressively large
stand of California nutmegs is also found in
this area situated along a portion of the San
Andreas Fault zone.

According to the records of the Cahforma
Native Plant Society, two rare and endangered
plant species occur at Fort Ross. They are
Chorizanthe valida, a member of the buck-
wheat family, and' Dichondra donneliana,
widely familiar in cultivation as a lawn and
groundcover, but rare and endangered in its
native habitat.

The California golden poppy, Eschscholtzia
californica, is also commonly seen in this area.
This state wildflower carries the name of its
finder, botanist Johann Eschscholtz, who, in
the service of Russia, visited Fort Ross in
1824,
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The playful sea otter, valued for its fur, was a key
element in the viability of the Ross Colony. Virtually
eliminated more than 120 years ago by the efficient
Aleut hunters, theéy stilf have not reclaimed therr
previous natural range.

The San Andreas Fault. line and the resulting stide

areas make mamtenance of Highway One a difficult
task

18

WILDLIFE

The wildlife at Fort Ross consists of a wide
spectrum of land animals, birds, and marine
life. Common land animals include the black-
tailed deer, brush rabbit, ground squirrel,
pocket gopher, ' broaded-handed mole, and
black-tailed hare, Marine life provides a pop-
ular, attraction, as whales, sea lions, and har-
bor seals are frequently seen. The sea otter,
which was virtually’ ehmlnated from- local
water by the Russian and Aleut hunters, is
rarely seen along the Sonoma coast.

Species of birds are quite diverse. There are
no rare or endangered species resident to the
area, but the brown pelican, an endangered
species, may ‘be seen flying along the coast
during the winter. . . ‘

" Major sport species in the ocean include red
abalone, several species of rock fish, surf-
perch, cabezon, ling cod, and salmon.

A list of commonly seen animals and birds
appears in the appendix.

TOPOGRAPHY

The ‘“lay of the land’ at Fort Ross was a
significant factor in the Russians’ choosing
this site for their colony. Wide level terraces
where food crops could be planted to support
the Alaskan operations, an abundant supply
of water from mountain springs, a relatively
safe harbor, a flat area at sea level where
boat-building and other industry might take
place, higher meadows back from the coastal

influence where fruit orchards could be plant-
ed, a high bluff allowing construction of an
impressive fortress to discourage enemies, a
rugged mountain backdrop to discourage
overland’ intrusion, all are factors of topo-
graphy which made this site desirable to the
Russian Company.

Today we lock at ‘the land form from a
different perspective. At Fort Ross we must
keep these broad sweeping views across coast-
al plaing in a pristine state, uncluttered by
modern development. We must look to other
developable areas outside of this viewshed for
development of camping or other necessary
facilities.



FIGURE 7
TOPOGRAPHY AND HYDROLOGTY

TOPOGRAPHY

[ 1 o10%stopE
[ ] 1020% sLorE

[ ] 20% sLope AND ABOVE

ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY AREAS

POTENTIAL ENVIRON-
SENSITIVE AREAS MENTAL IMPACT

[T] 20%5L0PE AND ABOVE ~ VISUAL SCAR

F ot
e FORT ROSS STATH HISTORIC RPARI
300
% 19



20

GEOLOGY

At Fort Ross today we can see the fasci-
nating evidence of dynamic earth movement
that has resulted in the formation of moun-
tains, coastal plains and rugged coastline. The
following is a brief description of this area’s
geology; for a. more detailed report see
Huffman, 1972., . ‘

The complex arrangements of geologlc
formations at Fort Ross have largely been the
result of the movement of two geologic plates
which rest upon a solid mantle of rock. These
features are known as the Pacific Plate and
North American Plate and are separated by
the San Andreas Fault. Each exhibit distinctly
different rock and soil types and have unique
characteristics, On the east side of the San
Andreas Fault is the Franciscan Formation,
dominated by sandstone and shale, and com-
monly known for its extreme susceptibility to
landslides and erosion. On the west side of the
fault are tertiary marine sediments. When the
Pacific Plate and’ the North American Plate
collided, these sediments were pushed upward
to form .the coastal terrace, coastal slope,
ridge top, and San Andreas Fault Zone.

The'San Andreas Fault Zone poses a partic-
ularly significant factor in the planning and
interpretive value of Fort Ross. The fault
extends 650 miles between Shelter Cove in
Humbeldt County to the Salton Sea in south-
ern California. In the Fort Ross area the

major portion of the fault zone is about 1000
feet wide and evidence still exists of the great
earthquake in 1906. i

During this quake, which rated 8. 25 on the
Richter scale, considerable ground shaking,
landslides, and fault displacement of up to 12
feet occurred in the vicinity of Fort Ross.
Evidence of the tremendous power of the
rupture was seen in the collapse of the
Russian chapel and the conspicuous signs of
faulting in the Redwood forest:and hillsides
northeast of the fort.

The San Andreas Fault has been under-
going repeated horizontal movements for at
least the past 25 million years, During that
time offsets of about 200 miles have occurred
for points on the west side of the fault, mov-
ing northwest with respect to thoselon the
east side. Today, it is estimated that the
annual rate of movement is about 2 inches.

One of the peculiarities of the fault seg-
ment between San Francisco and Shelfer Cove
is that the earthquake creep (stow discontin-
uous horizontal movements unaccompanied
by earthquakes) has not been detected in this
area. Furthermore, this area has been almost
free of seismic activity since the 1906 distur-
bance. These facts may indicate that accumu-
lating ‘strain is not being released by minor
disturbances here as it is elsewhere along the
fault and the Fort Ross area is probably one
of the most likely areas for a major earth-
quake. '



FIGURE 8
GEOLOGIC TIME SCALE
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Seismic Risk Evaluation

There are three major seismic hazards located
at Fort Ross, including surface rupture along
fault traces, ground shaking accompanying
earthquake vibrations, and ground failure
(landslides) caused by ground shaking. The
risk of tsunami is also potentially hazardous.
These hazards are shown on the map and
include the following categories:

[ | P o
Sérious Risk | | ' A

Repeated offsets have occurred on many of these
active breaks on the San Andreas Fault and, there-
fore, are the most likely |OCB1:10nS of future surface
ruptures.

Possible Serious Risk —.Pr'o:bahlé Fault -

Due to the proximity of these geologic conditions to
the San Andreas Fault, this area poses a possible
serious risk. Apparent recent ground ruptures apear
continuous with probable recent fault breaks.

Possible Serious$ Risk — Possible Fault
Fault is approximately located or inferred.
Possible Serious Risk

Possible fault with locations projected beneath sur-
ficial deposits or water.

Uncertain Risk

This area is bordered by the above possible and
probable faults. Knowledge of where fault surface
breakage occurs is uncertain. It is probable that
future breakage on presently undetected faults' will
occur within this zone. The risk is probably greater
nearer the recently active breaks i

Low Risk

Risk is low because of the absence of geologic evi-
dence’ of branch faults of the San Andreas Fault or
other faults.in this area.

Ground Shaking Riisk

This area contains unconsolldated and poorly con-
solidated alluyium and terrace deposits. These
deposits will probably undergo more severe shaking
than: adjacent areas underlain by bedrock, shallow
soil, 'and older, more consolidated alluvium and ter-

race deposits,
Boundary of San Andreas Fault Zone

Zone is based upon the apparent topographic Hmifs
of the “rift” valley on the east and general geologic
structure on the west. Very approximate and inter-
pretive. In the 1906 earthquake, this zone of surface
rupturing varied usually from a few feetup to 50 feet
oF . more.

Deep Landslide Scarp

Steep rise in topography varying between one and
many feet in height, indicating'a land mass has moved
downward away from it. Scarps are found within and
at the head of deep landslides.
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Slope Stability Evaluation

In addition to the geologic hazards presented
by seismic risks there are certain areas within
Fort ‘Ross that are geologically unstable.
These areas are found predominantly in the
landslide areas of the sandstone unit ajong the
coast and within the San An’dzreas Fault zone.

The following. c.ate|gor|es of; geglogic sta\blllty
are shown on the map: -
o o o q : |
o M;w ‘ i Fl ' 1o ‘ o
Unstabte and Questtunable ‘Areas 11 ‘ 1

Slumps and Slides on Coastal Cliffs (s)
. All or. portions of these deposits.have undergone
" recent movement,

Recent Landslides (L)

‘These areas are shown oh the bedrock: geo!og\/ ‘

" "' map as shallow, moderately deep, and deep land-
slides. These are the least stable terrains in the
project area.

Areas of Questionable Stability

Ouestionable Stability {Q)
. Probably " require only slight disturbance to

N slides, soil creep areas, steep slopes in San Andreas

~Fault Zone, similar conditions to adjacent land-

" dlide areas, terrace deposits on moderate slopes,
and similar areas.

Questionable Stability - Uncertain Evidence {'QY
Areas are highly interpretive with less substantial
ev|dence than gquestionable stability (Q} areas.

Areas of Moderate Stahility

Although the foilowing areas are stable, over the
course of time and ‘normal’ geologic processes, earth-

initiate landsliding. Evidence is based on old land-

quake shaking, or disturbang:e by man, they :‘may
develop landslide conditions.’

Areas of Steep Slopes (E)
Slopes are generally greater than 35% on a base of
weak rocks or subject to geologic conditions con-
ducive to instability. .

N AT PR

Areas of Moderate and Gentle Slopes

on:Strpng Rocks (e} | i T ‘ : J i ‘I
These areas contalh minimal _geolagic’ con mb ns

conducive to instahility

Areas of Gentle Slopes (B) :
Slopes are generally less than 10% on alluwum
colluvium, and terrace depos:ts

Arbas 'of Gentle Slopes’on Bedrock ahd Shallow SOII
A \



M S S O U BN N SP U5 SN SN BN W =

FIGURE 10
GEOLOGTY - SLLOPE STABILITY
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SOILS

The soils of Fort, Ross are divided into two
general soil associations. A soil association is a
pattern of soils which is' typically associated
with a particular area and normally consists of
one or more major soil types.

The Kneeland-Roberville-Kinman Associa-
tion is the soil association most prevalent on
the coastal beaches, terraces, and uplands.
These soils are basically moderate-to-well
drained and lie on nearly level to steep loam
and clay loams.; Their formation was caused
by the weathering of hard and soft sandstone
and some shale. The solum layer (upper part
of the -scil profile to which plant and animal
life is largely confined) varies from 25 to
more than 60 inches.

The Hugo-Josephine-Laughlin Association
is found on the ridge top area east of the San
Andreas Fault. These soils are typically well-
drained and are located on gently sloping to
very steep gravelly loams and loams. Deriva-

tion of these soils was from weathered, fine--

grained, hard sandstone and shale. The solum
layer is underlain by fine-grained sandstone
and shale at a dbpth of 25 'to micke than 60
inches. L

The soils map and accompanying descrip-
tive chart distinguishes among the various
characteristics of the soil types within the two
agsociations.

27



FIGURE 11
SOILS CHARACTERISTICS
Available
Fertility Hazard of Drainage and Water:
Mapping Unit ] Solum Depth Texture and pH Erosion Runoff Permeability Capacity -
ChA
Coastal beaches Very high
HkG : Very gravelly loam with gravelly sandy clay Moderate Very high Very rapid - Well drained 4r.g"
- Hugo Very gravelly loam 30"-60" IOam subsoil underlain ;by sandstong and shale fertility ‘ : : Moderate'
50 75% slopes . ‘ o | permeablhty
; Yo A A X i P Vo P
JoF L Loam on a tlay Ioam subsoll underlaln by . Moderately | High Rap|d . Well dramed, 57-10"
: Josephl e loam . 30601 $aqldstpne anldI shalé o 0] o i high fertility, J 5 ;i: A N ' moderate P
" 30-50% slopes PO Y oo s i ] med acudity A permeability L
JoG Loam on aclay loam subsoul underiain by Maoderately Very high Very rapid Well drained, 4"-10"
Josephine loam 30'-60" sandstone and shale: - high fertility, ' ; moderate
~ 60-75% slopes S Lo © ] roed. acidity noy permeabiltty
KiD P Sandy loant to'clay'loam, gravelly In places, | | Medium = | Slight %o Slow to Mod. drainage] 6"-10"
... Kinman loam 40"-60" clay subsoil, on' fine gravel, hard. sedimentary acidity . moderate’ medium Mod. slow
|5 15% slopes . S rocks and sandstone e Co . L v permeability o
KlE ' Sandy loam to clay loam, gravelly in!ﬁla'ces l Medium Modérately Medium to Mod. dfra'inage 610"
Kinman loam 40"-60" clay subsoil on fing grained hard sedamentarv acidity - high ‘ rapid Mod. slow
16-30% slopes ‘ rocks and sandstone : ' permeability
KuF ) g Sandy loam to clayloam that is- gravelly In | Mod fertility, High Fi-apidj-“ R Mod, dralinalge 458
'+ Kinman loam 30584 places, clay subsojl on fine grained hard * ' sligh’t aCIdltV" e o slow™ ' o
30-50% slopes S sedﬁméntary rocks and sandstoneq strong acidity ' : permeability
KnE . . Sandy Joam to fight ciay loam - Mod. Jow Moderately Medium to Welt drained, 4.8t
Kneeland loam- 257-45" . fert., med. to | high rapid moderate
", 15-30% slopes g strong acidity X Ce permeability
KnF R Sandy loam to light clayloam .o Mod, low High Rapid Well drained, 4.8
Kneeland loam 25".40" ) fert., med. to ! moderate
30-50% slopes strong acldity permeability
RiC o Gravelly sandy loam to clay foam 16" thick, | Mod. fertility, | Slightto* | Slow to Mod. well 4.5".8"
Rohnerville loam 30'-48" subsoi] of sandy clay - . E Medium to | moderate medium drnd., mod. ’
" 0-9% slopes ; . B strong acidlty : slow permi,
ReD , S Sandy loam to clay' loam, gravelly!r inptaces | Mod, low to ‘ Moderate Medlum Mod. well 4.5"-7"
Rohnerville loam 307-40% o : - mod, high fert] : © drnd., mod.
'9- 15% slopes . acid-to-neutral sfow pertn. .
TeG\ Coe ] i Sa dsr,one and h,a\rd shale.less‘th;an 1|0” to ro,ck . sl Very high Iy i g ‘ I N
"Terrace’ escarpments Of";ﬁO” : : B oo Lo ‘ b

30-75+% slopes.

w1 rock ou t(!ropplngs

| . . Lo e e

28 Note:Solum depth refers to the upper part of the soil profile where plant and apimal life is largely confined.



FIGURE 12

SOIL.S
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CLIMATE

The climate of Fort Ross is intimately re-
lated to all of the natural resources of this
area. The wind and temperature patterns, pre-
cipitation rates, and sun exposures which
make up the climate determine the success or
failure of agricultural crops, mold the natural
vegetative environment, modify land forms by
erosion and. deyermlne the degree, to which
man must protect himself with his ‘dwelling
structures. ‘

The climate is significantly influenced by
the Pacific High (the dominant high pressure
area of the northern Pacific Ocean), the in-
land low pressure areas, and the temperature
of the acean waters.

Temperatures throughout the year are re-
lated to the pattern of sea water temperatures
and range between the 60 and low 70's dur-
ing the summer days, with nights in the 50%.
Due to the northern position of the Pacific
High in the summer, prevailing winds are from
the northwest, commonly 10 to 25 miles per
hour, with gusts up to 50 to 60 miles per
hour. These winds frequently make 1t uncomn-
fortably chilly.

Along with the summer winds comes an
almost daily migration of fog and low-lying
clouds. Summer fog will generally lie along
the coast in the morning and late afternoon,
usually moving inland only as far as the east-
ern edge of the redwood forest. Precipitation
during the summer is very low and largely a
result of fog drip. Mojsture is also provided by
frequent, nighttime drizzle.

Several significant changes appear with the
coming of winter. The Pacific High moves to a
southeasterly position, making the prevailing

30

winds southerly and heavily laden with mois-
ture. Winter storms frequently batter the
coastline with gale force winds which can
severely damage vegetation and structures, In
contrast to the summer season, seasonal rain-
fall from November to April averages about
35 inches. Air temperatures are relatively mild

with days averagmg in the high 50's and low
'60’s, and night temperatures dropping to the
A40’s. The freezing point is reached only ocoa-
smnally

The relationship that climate mamtams
with topography is vividly illustrated by varia-
tions in microclimate. One only needs to ex-
perience the change in mood when taking a
few short steps from the force of a gusting
wind into the serene shelter of a nearby ravine
to appreciate the value of this kinship of re-
sources.
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Resource Analysis

The Resource Analysis investigates the sig-
nificant features studied in the Resources
Inventory and provides the basic rationale for
the Resources Management Plan and General
Development Plan. This evaluation predicts
the impact of vigitation and development up-
on the cultural and natural resources by deter-
mining where the most environmentally sensi-
tive areas are located.

Environmentally sensitive areas .are areas
whose cultural and natural resources are vul-

"nerable to adverse environmental impact from
development. These areas are indicated on the
resource maps on the preceding pages dnd
summarized in Table 1 (right). In order to
preserve the environmental quality of Fort
Ross State Historie Park; the potentially
adverse environmental impacts should be
recognized and considered in planning for
development.

Development, or land uses, that might re-
sult in adverse environmental impact are
described in the Environmental Sensitivity
Matrix (Figure 14, page 33). These land uses
are related to the natural and cultural re-
sources that could be damaged. Opportunities
for development are indicated by those re-
source areas which exhibit low environmental
sensitivity for a particular land use,

Several conclusions can be drawn from the
Environmental Sensitivity Matrix. Certain re-
source characteristics are sensitive to any level
of development whereas others are sensitive
only to high degrees of development and
heavy recreational use. Those resource areas
that should remain undeveloped and on which
visitor impact should be limited are, in order
of significance: :

32

TABLE 1
ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY AREAS

Resource Map Sensitive Area Potsntial Environmental Impact
Cultural Resources
Archeology Historic and Encroachment on Historic Scene
Archeologic Sites
Visual Quality Primary Historic Zone Encroachment on Historic Scene
Historic ahd Visual Pollution :

 Visual Quality
h' oy
Natural Resources T
cl 1o
High Surface

'Geoiogy:-!'
_ Seismic Risk Rupture Risk
Geology-

Unstabie Slope
Slope Stahility 3 )

, Highway iViewshed,

Earthuake Dafﬁ%gel |

Landslide Darmnage

Vegetation Dense Forest Vegetation Depletion
Soils . High Erosion Potential Visual Scar
ToIFE)ogra{phy L 20%fSlope and Greater VIsuéI Sca'r\ 2
Topography Poor Drainage Areas Visua! Scar
Topography Water Features Visual Scar

Climate , Exposure to Wind Visitor Discomfort

1. Historic and Archeologic Sites
2. Historic and Highway Viewsheds
3. Areas Overlying San Andreas Fault

Opportunities for development exist in
those areas of high environmental stability.
The resource characteristics that seem to offer
stability for the greatest number of land uses
are; '

1. 0-10% slope areas

2. low surface rupture rigk areas
3. low landslide risk areas

4. low erosion potential areas |

This process does not necessarily prohibit
development of park facilities in those envi-
ronmentally sensitive areas; it simply states
that the potential resource loss is greater or
that there is a higher risk involved. Through
proper planning and design, certain environ-
mental losses can be mitigated if the develop-
ment benefits warrant the effort. Other envi-
ronmental determinants, such as micro-
climatic conditions, are not used here as they
would induae a level of subjectivity that is not
appropriate for this stage of the planning pro-
cess, ' ‘

N o
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FORT ROSS STATE HISTORIC PARK

LAND USES

Historic Structures

FIGURE 14
"ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY MATRILX

CULTURAL
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® HIGH ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY AREA — These resource characteristics are susceptible to potential adverse erwironmental impact by the related land use,
O LOW ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY AREA — Thasa resource characteristics are highly compatible with relsted [and use,
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1II. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Introduction

Fort Ross State Historic Park, one of the
oldest units in the State Park System, is
located on the Sonoma Coast, eleven miles
northwest of Jenner,. California, on State
Highway 1. It was first incorporated into the
Park System in 1906 after the fort and a few
acres surrounding it were deeded to the state.
The unit has slightly more than 358 acres at
present, but the further acquisition of approx-
imately 870 acres is in process. This pending
acquisition plus additional land, containing
historical sites and important natural values, is
essential to preserve the integrity of the envi-
ronment and maintain the quality of the
historic -Russian community’s surroundings.

As the site of the Russian fur trading
company’s colony, Fort Ross was the primary
Russian- coastal development in Alta Cali-
fornia. The community the Russians estab-
lished here flourished from 1812 to 1841; its
impact on California’s history has not been
adequately interpreted.

‘The cultural resources of Fort Ross and its
related village communities of Russians,
Bleuts who accompanied the Russians, and

the indigenous Pomo Indians are both numer- .
ous and significant. With proper excavations

and analyses of the archeclogical zone, and

" appropriate historiographic researches of the

Russian community and related events, it will
be possible to reconstruct this site. Such care-
ful investigations will be the basis for devel-
oping an interpretive experience which will
vividly present the total Russian environment,
its physical structures, its lifestyle, and its
natural setting,

This unit and its proposed interpretation
would satisfy partially one of the current
theme deficiencies listed in the California
History Plan. It will provide a readily observ-
able contrast in lifestyles to the visitor and an
awareness of the contributions made by these
early settlers to the political and economic
evolution of the state. Fort Ross is unigue in
the continental United States as being the
only Russian settlement and in California as
the only historic spot depicting the operation
of a large fur trading company.

Although the prime role of this unit in the
California State Park Systemi is historical, the
cultural resources are set in a scenically beau-
tiful area with important natural values. I
should be emphasized that additional prop-
erty acquisition must ocecur in order to pre-
serve the historic and natural environments
from future development which may be
inconsistent with the purposes of the historic
park.

The cultural and natural resources are
delineated in Part II — Resources Inyentory
and Analysis. See Appendlx B for the recre-
ational analysis.

- There .are two main management param-
eters that have had major influence in deter-
mining the use and management of the area.
The first is the visitor impact on the sensitive
historical zone and reconstructed buildings,
and the second is the unit’s existence in an
earthquake zone.

Proper control and orientation of visitors
through interpretation will assist in mitigating
visitor impact. However, proper excavation,
analysis, report formulation, and interpreta-
tion are ultimately necessary to save the
cultural resources of the unit. The Park

The Fort Ross Chapel, an enduring symbol of the
Russlan occupation has, undergone four recanstruc-
tions since it originally fell in the 1906 earthquake.
The latest reconstruction in 1973, after it burned to
the ground, is an accuyrate reproduction of the
original,
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System has many cases of destruction of
cultural resources through visitor impact. Ina
recent example, three archeological sites were
cleaned of surface artifacts shortly after the
unit was opened to the public, while in the
extensions of these same sites, located in a
protected area outside the unit, there is stilla
profusion of surface artifacts. Adequate steps

~ must be taken to protect any excavations and

the reconstructions, flora, 1fauna, and geologic
dep031ts as well.

Any construction in the area must take
into consideration the earthquake hazard.

Declaration of Purpose

The primary purpose of Fort Ross State
Historic Park is toi enable modern Californians
to know, enjoy, and understand the Russian
adventure in California. The visitor’s experi-
ence should center on his better compre-
hension, of the role of Russia in California’s

exploration and settlement. The' interpretive
objectivé is to present Fort Ross’ role in
Russian fur trade imperialism and its effect on
the local situation in terms of the Indians and
Spamsh/Mexwans, and ultimately, on modem
society.

The primary theme of Fort Ross State
Historic Park centers on Russian political and
economic affairs during this era with special
concern for relationships with Spain and
Mexico. As background to this major theme,
consideration will be given to Russian inter-
national affairs generally, colonization, ter-
ritorial expansion, economic and material
growth, and the development of agriculture.
Russian, religious affairs and multi-ethnic rela-
tions will also be included. The secondary
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themes will include the Indian history and the
effect of European contact on their develop-
ment up to recent times and will include the
American Era, stressing the economic, agri-
cultural, shipping, and ranching activities.

The period of time covered will range from
the earliest known Pomo Indian history
(several thousand years ago) to recent times,
but the prime period will' be the time of
Russian 'occupation (1812 — '1841), especially
the last eleven years of the colony when it
was at its height. Due consideration will be
given to the American Fra in the flow of
history, . particularly the American ranching
activities. .

The primary cultural resources consist of
the archeological remains -of the Pomo
Indians, the Russian’ ‘people and Aleuts; and,
the reconstructed buildings and walls. Secon-
dary cultural resources are the American Era
buildings and associated materials.

The Zone of Primary Cultural Interest is
the area of Fort Ross itself and the village
structures around the fort, as well as certain
outlying locales. These outlying locations
include the workshop area in the ravine to the
east of the fort, the Russian cermetery, the
rock pattern area in the grove of trees west of

“the fort, the warehouse area east of the

ravine, and the remains of the Russian Road.

Although Fort Ross is an historical unit of
the State -Park System, it has tremendous
natural and scenic value as well. In addition to
the common species of plants and animals
associated with' the north coastal prairie,
ooastal sage scrub, redwood forest, and mixed
evergreen forest biotic communities, two rare
and endangered plant species. (Chorizanthe
valida and Dichondra donnelliana) are found

here, and the brown pelican, an endangered
bird, may be seen flying along the coast
during the winter. Many interesting geologic
features can be observed in the park, includ-
ing part of the San Andreas Fault zone. The
fault has drastically changed the course of
Fort Ross Creek ,and modified the growth
configurations of trees along its course. These
natural resources and the outstanding views of
mountains; coast, and ocean will enhance the
visitor’s experience at the state historic unit;
also, their preservation is essential to the
primary historical purpose of the unit inas-
much- as the historical values are to. be
presented in their original, natural settmg to
the fullest extent possible.

Declaration of Management Policy

Underlying the policy for the use and
management of resources at Fort Ross State

Historic Park is the primary concept that the -

visitor is to participate in the experience of an
historically accurate environment relative to
the Russian occupation. These resources that
are not either Russian or directly related to
the Russian occupation should not be main-
tained in the Zone of Primary Cultural Inter-
est, .

The preservation, restoration, and recon-
struction of cultural resources are to be as
follows:

1 Preservation S

Only materials that relate to the prime
"' period are to be preserved. within the Zone

.of Primary Cultural Interest. At the present

time there is nothing which calls for preser-

vation in the technical sense. In the future



certain archeological features may be re-
covered for which stabilization may be
indicated. Such artifactual patterns might
be employed in an interpretive display to
show visitors how a unit is developed from
basic data.

2. Restoration
Except for a few wall logs in the second
Commandant’s house, there is no material
indigenous to the prime period that could
be restored.

3. Reconstruction

All of the Russian period structures should
be reconstructed. An extensive historical/
archeological study will be required to
delineate all of these structures as historical
records themselves are insufficient. Since
the Pomo Indians and the Aleuts were
integral parts of the Russian scene, repre-
sentative samples of each group’s village
structures should be reconstructed.

Interpretation of the Russian Period should
include the following:

1. Grazing should be continued in the ways
and using the types of animals used by the
Russians. ‘

2. The Russian logging area should be dis-

played along with Russian logging and

construction methods.

3, Russian agriculture should be portrayed —
orchards, truck farming, dairying, ete. —
using species and methods of the Russian
period.

4. Russian roads and trails should be perpetu-
ated, restored, and interpreted.

5. The atmosphere of the Russian settlement
should be recaptured to the fullest extent
possible,

6. At such time that the intrusions of the
American Era interfere with the presenta-
tion of the Russian story, they should be
removed or relocated.

In terms of the natural environment the
general policy will be to preserve the natural
beauty in a manner consistent with historical
accuracy. There is a large tree grove west of
Fort Ross which, for historical accuracy,
should be removed. However, its scenic char-
acter and its function as a visual barrier
between the Zone of Primary Cultural Inter-
est and modern park developments that have

been proposed make retention of the grove
advisable. A further consideration is that
within the grove is a eucalyptus tree believed
to be the largest in California. Thus, the
grove, or at least this one tree, takes on
importance in terms of California natural
heritage. However, trees that are near the fort
should be removed to improve the historical
accuracy of the immediate environment. Any
intrusive cultural materials that cannot be
removed immediately should be screened
temporarily by flora. .

Any use of the natural resources for recre-
ation purposes, or any developments o that
end, must be completely separated from the
historical environment and must not be
allowed to degrade it in any way.
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Historically important flora have heen
indicated in notes on the'Russian period, e.g.,
the Commandant's wife’s rose garden. In light
of this, botanical studies are warranted so that
representative gardens may be reconstructed
to add to the authenumty of the envi-
ronment.

‘Grazing by sheep and cattle has been a
continuing part of Fort, Ross’ history and it
now enhances the pastoral quality of the
conntryside. Stutlies should be made to deter-
mine the long-and short-term effects of this
grazing, including the numbers of animals, the

breeds, seasonal limitations and other limiting.

factors.

~From an operational standpoint, it is neces-
sary that historical accuracy be maintained
-without contemporary artifacts intruding. To
this end; park personnel within the Primary
Zone of Cultural Interest during visiting hours
should be dressed in historically accurate
dress and doing historically accurate work.
Contact between park personnel and visitors
should be as though it were between Russian-
American Company personnel and visitors to
the Russian community.- Maintenance requir-
ing present-day equipment, except for emer-
gencies, must be done solely during non-
vigitation hours. Furthermore, present
residence structures must be removed, the
highway must be relocated to the top of the
.ridge, and utility - lines placed underground
with the poles removed.

While modern facilities can be permitted
outside the historic zone (e.g:, modern rest-
rooms, audiovisual equipment in the visitor
center) only historically accurate facilities and
services can: be permitted within the historic
zone. Various kinds of ;cottage industries
40 ‘ §

could be permitted in the historic zone. Fort

Ross was a Russian community and part of

the Russian-American FurCompany. There-

fore, the sale of appropriate furs, metal arti-
facts, wood products, ete., would be possible.

However, all proposals must be cleared profes-

sionally for historical accuracy.

No interpretive programs other than his-
torically accurate presentations  will, be
allowed within the historic zone, although
such historically, appropriate special events as
Eastern Orthodox Church services may be
allowed.

At the Visitor Omentahon Center, outside
the historic zone, present-day technology may
be employed, to present the story of Russians
in Alta California and . related historical
periods such as the Call Ranch story of the
American Fra. It is suggested that'a general
overview of Russian Fur Company imperi-
alism, its relationship to other fur companies
(e.g., Hudons's Bay Company), and a compar-
ison of the Russian influence in Alta Cali-
fornia with that of the Spanish, .Mexicans,
etc., be interpreted. )

The placement of the modern facilities out-
side the Zone of . rimary Cultural Interest are
to be determined by the following guidelines
relative to geologic and, seismic factors:

a. The construction of permanent habitations
or any major structures outside the historic
zone should be located outside the area of
recent traces of the San Andreas Fault.

'b. Development in areas of recently active

landslides and areas of low or questionable
stability within the San Andreas Fault zone
is to be restricted to activities of low use
intensity.

¢. The proposed construction of all perma-
nent habitations or any major structure is
to be accompanied by a detailed geologic
investigation of the site considered.

d. All construction is to' be in compliance
with the Alquist-Priolo Act of 1972.
| These modern structures are not to be con-
structed in locations that permit them;to be
seen from the highway, if a reasonable alter-
native site can be utilized. In fact, no develop-
ment or activity of any kind is to be per-
mitted to encroach on the visual quahty of
the highway viewshed. :
No studies are available to indicate any
limitation in visitor number; however, 500 to
700 people at any one time 'in the historic
zone (150 within the fort) is regarded as
maximal in terms of visual impact relative ‘to
the historic setting. Visitors must be restricted
to the developed parts of the historic zone in
order to preserve the cultural resources. With
proper land acquisition alternate activities
such as camping could be permitted in the
state historic unit if these activities are visu-
ally and spatially removed from the Zone of
Primary Cultural Interest.
All activities must be in conformity with
the Department’s Resource Management
Directives.
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Dehaut-Cilly iithograph of Fort Ross, 1829.
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IV.. GENERAL DEVELOPM_ENT PLAN .
Introduction

Fort Ross State Historic Park has a wealth
of cultural and'natural features that give it the
potential to supply a wide range of interpre-
tive as well as recreational benefits. The pri-
mary thrust for development ig, of course, in
the interpretation of the historic area. Studies
of statewide recreation needs, however, show
that in the future it will be desirable to use a
portion of the park for recreational activities
other than interpretation. The purpose of the
General Development Plan is to determine the
areas most suitable, environmentally, for
these activities. The development of these
activities, projected over the next twenty
years, will take place as the need arises.

The scope of the General Development
Plan is to determine suitable areas for inter-
pretation and areas for recreation develop-
ment within the framework of the Resource
Management Plan. Site requirements were
developed to satisfy anticipated recreation
needs. These requiréments have been trans-
lated into a set of design prototypes to gnide
eventual development.

To assure that the best possible sites for
park facilities are chosen in conformance with
the expressed needs and design prototypes,
three methods are used: (1) A series of
studies, including a resources inventory, re-
sources .analysis, and resources management
plan, provide the detailed information on the
environment, This includes research on arche-
ology, topography, vegetation, soils, wildlife,
geology, climate, and visual quality.
(2) Based on these studies land use plans are

formulated; (3) these plans are checked by
detailed site observation to determine the
suitability of the environment for particular
land uses.

As Fort Ross' primary purpose is interpre-
tation rather than recreation, development of
day use and camping facilities will not be em-
phasized. Other nearby units such as Salt
Point presently have plans for development
that will meet some of the projected demand
for day use and camping facilities.

A portion of the property in the process of
acquisition has existing private camping use.

~ After acquisition, these campsites should be

upgraded to State Park standards and con-
tinue in use.

It may be necessary in the future to de-
velop additional campsites at Fort Ross State
Historic Park; however; there is no appropri-
ate location within the present boundaries.
Such development should not occur unless
appropriate lands are'acguired.

Proposed Acquisition

- It is presently proposed that approximately
870 acres of land in two parcels be added to
Fort Ross State Historic Park. Funds have
been allocated for this acquisition and the De-
partment of General Services is negotiating
for the purchase of this property. The General
Development Plan assumes this property will
be added to the park.

The parcel of land north of Fort Ross pro-
posed for acquisition contains 635 acres with
1700 feet of ocean frontage. Open grasslands
occupy the coastal plain and a mixed conifer
forest dominated by Bishop pine and Douglas
fir covers the hillsides. Meadows intermingle

with these evergreen trees providing excep-
tionally good ocean views. The coastline is
precipitous and has numerous rock pro;ec-
tions off shore.

Sites 'of unique historical or natural value
on this land include the Russian orchard, a
probable Russian logging site, Indian sites,
Russian roads and crop fields, a grove of rare
California nutmeg trees, and the San Andreas
Fault. Existing buildings include several barns
of the American Period with road access to
Highway 1. Evidence still exists of the lum-
bering operations that occurred in the hill-
sides years ago.

The present major land use is the grazing of
sheep and cattle. Existing recreational activity
is regulated by the lessor of the land who per-
mits some abalone f1sh1ng but restricts over-
night use.

The southern parcel of land proposed for
acqulmtlon contains approximately 235 acres
with 8100 feet. of oceari frontage. This parcel
lies entirely on the ocean side of Highway 1
and ' consists mainly of open grasslands with
some coastal brush, Two wind-protected
ravines’ of riparian 'and Redwood forest vege-
tation deeply cut the coastal terrace and offer
a dramatic contrast to the windswept plains.

The grazing of sheep and cattle is the major
land use for this proposed parcel also. Unlike
the northern parcel, however, this land main-
tains a high degree of existing recreational
use. The parked cars of abalone fishermen are
generally scattered along the coastal bluffs. A
private campground in the northern ravine
provides approximately 15 units,

The primary purpose of these proposed
acquisitions is to preserve the historic view-
shed from the encroachment of modern devel-
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opment, add additional cultural sites, and to
maintain the quality of the pristine ocean
view. All park development must be compati-
ble with this primary purpose.

Broad Acquisition Objectives

Ultimate acquisition goals for the Fort
Ross Unit should encompass the immediate
viewshed to the east and north of the existing
boundaries; particularly that portion seaward
of Highway 1 north to Timber Cove. This
coastal portion has excellent potential for de-
velopment of day and overnight use virtually
removed from the highway and historic view-
sheds. (See map on page 4.)

Exis{ing Land Use

The primary use of the historic area is
interpretation of the story of the Russian
occupation of 1812-1841 with supplemental
storylines on the Indian, Aleut, and American
cultures. The Russian period is presently rep-
resented by a stockadga and two blockhouses,
the Russian Chapel, thd Rotchev House, and
the Russian well.

Several Kashin Pomo Indian and Aleut sites
have been identified but to date interpreta-
tion of these has been limited to panel dis-
plays within the Rotchev House;

Approximately 15 American Period build-
ings, constructed in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, still stand in the
area between the fort and the cypress grove.
The G. W. Call House is used as a park ranger
residence and artifact storage area. An adja-
cent structure functions as a docent’s cottage.
The remalning American structures serve pri-

marily as storage for artifacts which have not
been inventoried.

Several modern structures encroach on the
primary historic zone. A park residence and
garage immediately to the east of the fort
compound are located upon the Indian site of
Mad-Shui-Nui. A park office (trailer) intrudes
on the scene just west of the fort. Overhead
telephone lines bisect the historic area.

Active recreational uses (abalone fishing,
scuba diving, swimming and boating) occur
mainly in the Fort Ross Cove area. Public
vehicular access to the cove beach is allowed
but parking is permitted only in the main
parking lot west of the cypress grove. Picnick-
ing occurs less commonly than the more

active recreational activities. A group camp
area is periodically used as an archeologists’
field camp. No public campsites presently
exist at Fort Ross; however, private campsites
on the property proposed for acquisition to
the south get heavy use. Circulation patterns
follow the sheep trails as no trail system has
been developed.

Grazing of sheep is presently allowed with-
in the park boundaries to maintain the pasto--
ral atmosphere of the countryside. Grazing of
both sheep and cattle occurs on the two land
parcels proposed for acquisition. At this time
no formal agreement exists for grazing on
State property.
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Visitor attendance at Fort Ross State His-
toric Park has doubled over the past ten years
(150,000 in 1963-64 to 300,000 in 1972-73).
Salt Point State Park, 8 miles north, and
Sonoma Coast State Beach, 11 miles south,
experienced a total of 1181l camping turn-
aways in 1973.

Proposed Developmenti |
HISTORIC INTERPRETATION

Interpretative Program

Fort Ross and all it connotes has played an
dimportant role in the history and develop-
ment of California. The basic goal of the
interpretation of the Ross story will be an
examination of California through the eyes
and culture of the Russians who represented
‘the eastern and southernmost extension of
the Tsarist empire., The day-by-day experi-
ences of the officials, promyshlenniks*, cre:
oles, and native Indians provide a revealing
picture of the cultural and economic influ-
ence upon California history. The enrichment

*Hunters and fur trappers {Fedorova 1976)

of the California culture through the lan-
guage, customs, and industry of a multi-ethnic
group of people from Alaska and Siberia is
indeed a unique and significant chapter in
California’s development,

INTERPRETIVE THEMES

Russian coastal exploration and déttlement
relative to the development of Spanish and
Mexican California is' identified as a theme
deficiency in the Hispanic Era of the

California History Plan. Fort Ross, as the
headquarters of this activity, was the prime

Russian coastal development in Alta Cali-
fornia, overseeing the outlying Russian farms
and the Russian harbor at Bodega Bay. The
cultural history of Fort Ross has been contin-
uous gince pre-Russian times, making the flow
of history congept appropriate. This then
involves secondary themes as well as the pri-
mary theme. Within the history flow, the
prime period is thHat of the Russian occupa-
tion (1812-1841) for which the historic unit
is statutorily named. 1830 to 1841 is believed
to represent the period of maximum expres-

sion of the Russian occupation. The themes

to be developed at Fort Ross are listed below
in order of decreasing priority:

PRIMARY THEME: Russian Era

1. Russian Colonization, Territorial Expan-
sion, Economic and Material Growth

2. Russian Influence on California History;
Russian Political and Religious Affairs

3. Multi-Ethnic Relations: Rusgian/Aleut/
Spanish/Mexican/American

4, Russian Technology and Industry -

SECONDARY THEMES:
5. Indian History: Ethnography of the Pomo
Indians ;
European Contact - ‘ o
Recent Indian History
6. American Era: ‘Economics ' and Materlal
Growth
Transition Period Muniz, Benitz, Fairfax
and Dixon
Agriculture
Water Transportation
Call Ranching Activities
7. Park Era: State Park Acquisition
Park Development :
8. Natural History

Print by Voznesensky, ca. 1841



Development of Interpretive Themes:

!

1. Russian Colonization. The Russian-
American Company was chartered by the Tsar
to overtly exploit the fur industry in the
north Pacific for trade to China. A covert
rationale was the expansion of Russian in-
fluence into North America. Russia was
engaged in much the same activity as the rest
of the European and emerging New World
countries in establishing chartered companies
{(i.e., the Hudson Bay Company and East
Indian Company of Britain, and the American
Fur Company of the United States) in terri-
tories not actively claimed by other nations.
The international politics of the situation
were complex and were an integral part of
post-Napoleonic Europe.

2. Russian Influence on California History:
Even though the official political and military
doctrine was mutual mistrust and contain-
ment, the practical day-to-day interaction of
the Russian, €Californian, and American
peoples was cordial. Trade, social interaction,
and other benefits were more the rule than
the exception. Ross was a major source of
iron implements, armaments and powder, and
other practical materials for the isolated Cali-
fornios and transplanted Yankees. Many agri-
cultural goods found their way through Ross
to Sitka and the other Alaska settlements.
The subtle threat of Russian expansion had a
major influence on the activities of men such
as General Vallejo, John Sutter and others,
who in turn had a direct impact on the early
foundation of the modern state of California.

3.Multi-Ethnic Relations: The colonial
systems used by the Russians were very dif-
ferent from the Spanish/Mexican and
American institutions of subjugation. The
Russians, for instance, always paid the Indians
a just wage for the work they did.

4. Russian Technology and Industry: Colony
Ross was the site of a number of material
efforts that had not oc¢urred in California
prior to the Russian settlement. Shipbuilding,
extensive iron- and coppersmithing and
foundries, intensive agricultural practices,
wind and water mills for milling grain and
sawing timber are only a few of the industries
bequn by the company. These efforts were in
complete contrast to the normal pastoral life-
style of the Californios to the south. ‘The
residue of all this activity was sold to John
Sutter in 1841 and was the nucleus for his
colonial enterprise that culminated in the dis-
covery of gold in California.

5. Indian History: The Kashia Pomo have a
long prehistory on the Sonoma Coast. Numer-
ous villages and camp sites are scattered along
the coastal shelf and attest to a successful

economic and social adaptation. This success”

continued throughout the period of contact
with the European colonists with a particu-
larly cordial relationship with the Russian fur
hunters. The present-day Pomo Indians are
actively involved in interaction with the
American culture, but have succeeded in
retaining much of their Indian religious and
social heritage. They live at Kashia, about
nine miles east of Fort Ross, and the men
work mostly in lumbering. One of their

ancient tradiﬁons still followed is the Straw-
berry Festival held in early June.

6. American Era: The physical remains of the
Russian colony continued to be useful in the
agricultural efforts of subsequent inhabitants
of the area. New industries were developed in
the economic exploitation of the coastal
region including lumbering and shipping. A
frontier community, typical of the state’s
early history, was established at Ross. Later
the G.W. Call family turned the area into a
thriving ranch. Numerous industries unique to
coastal communities tell a story of adaptation
to climatic, geographic and economic factors.

7. The State Park Era — Fort Ross as a Histor-
fcal Park: As one of the oldest units in the
State Park System, the history of the develop-
ment of Fort Ross is revealing of the early
and sustained interest of the people of Cali-
fornia in their own heritage. A long docu-
mented history of preservation, restoration,
and 1nterpretat10n are avallable to tell the
story

8. Natural Environment: The natural beauty
of the Sonoma Coast is a result of complex
factors. The flora and fauna, both wild and
domestic, are an attraction in the unspoiled
vista of the open headlands and rising hills.
The almost overstated idyllic nature of the
Fort Ross region is sometimes shattered by
violent seismic activities of the San Andreas
Fault that belie the bucolic scene. Vast and
complex forces have split and shifted the
landscape, yet the isolated scenic beauty
remains.
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Interpretive Areas

There are six interpretive areas in Fort Ross
State Historic Park. Each of these areas con-
tains the various elements (existing or
planned) that will provide the vehicle for
interpreting the major themes.

The following outline lists interpretive
facilities, story lines and methods for each
interpretive area. The numerical order indi-
cates rough priorities for development. How-
ever, many of the themes and story lines cut
across area lines, so careful in-depth inter-
pretive planning must precede any final
development plans.

A comprehensive trail system will connect
these interpretive areas with each other, with
the orientation center, and with the outlying

_natural areas. A logo system depicting the

Russian, Indian, and American cultures
should be adopted and, where possible, the
signs should be written in all three languages.
The logos suggested are Russian — bell; Indian
— Pomo basket; American — sheep

) B oo ¥

Two types of interpretive trails will be
provided, historical and natural. The historical
trails will connect historical sites and interpret
history, while the natural trails will lead to
areas possessing exceptional environmental
qualities.

Interpretive trails will receive the greatest
use in the primary historic zone and will
recognize all known sites of historic impor-
tance. Those sites which have not been arche-
ologically researched and might possibly be
endangered by visitation will be unmarked,
and will be adequately protected.

The natural values of Fort Ross State
Historic Park will be interpreted, primarily
along the San Andreas Fault and in the Fort
Ross Creek ravine south of Highway 1,

Trails are designed to serve two functions:
{1) to guide visitors from one activity area to
another and (2) to minimize the impact of
visitation on the environment. Trails will be
limited in the coastal plains and remote up-
land areas. These areas will receive such mini-
mal traffic that people should be allowed to
roam freely or follow the sheep trails.

As visitor use increases, it will be desirable
to provide transportation assistance to those
handicapped and elderly who wish to visit the
fort compound but whose health could be
endangered by the long walk. During the peak
use periods a horse drawn vehicle of Russian
period design could make regular rounds
hetween the visitor center and the fort. Dur-
ing periods of low use a golf cart could be
used.

Chapel bell, recast In 1973 using rubbfngs of the
original {destroyed in the 1971 fire) to reconstruct a
mald

INTERPRETIVE AREA I:
CRIENTATION AREA

Facilities: Visitor Center {planned 1976/77 F.Y.)
Interpret: Thematic approach of park, bagic histori-
cal background, scenic views.
Multi-media, models, exhibits, graphics,
docent programs and concessions,

Method:

INTERFRETIVE AREA II:
RUSSIAN-AMERICAN AREA
{Russian Compound and Vicinity)

Facilities

Inside Fort

1. Stockade and blockhouses (2)*

2. Rotchev House (New Commandant's house)*

4, Officials’ Barracks/Old Kitchen (planned 1976/77
F.Y.)

5. Kuskov House (planned 1977/78 F.Y.)

6. Fur Barn

7. Employees Barracks

8. New Kitchen

© 9. Well*

*Existing at present time Rotchev House

RN TS
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Fort Ross during the Call ranch era.

Qutside Fort

1, Gate Houses (2)

2. Windmills (2) ~

3, Bathhouses (2)

4, Bakery

5. Cattle and Sheep Sheds (3)

6. Rose Garden

7. Orchard™

8. Russian Road and Cemetery®
9, Jail and Pig Sty

Interpret; Russian lifestyle, company business and
social structure, crafts and foods, tech-
nology and material culiure.

Method: Living history, docent programs, house
museums, exhibits and graphies, crafts
demonstrations, i ‘

50 R

American Ranch Complex

Facilities: G. W. Call Residence™
Apple Drying Shed*
Outbuildings (2)*
Gardens®

Interpret; Coastal ranching, farm and industrial
technology, lifestyles and special con-
tributions,

Method:  craft demonstration, exhibits and graph-
ics, models, interpretive trails and docent
programs,

INTERPRETIVE AREA III:

ALEUT VILLAGE AREA

Facﬂ;'tEe-s: Fourteen to twenty-eight Aleut plank
houses constructed in compact village
" 'scene -~ skin boats and drying racks,

Interpret; Alaskan aboriginal lifestyles, cultural
adaptation, fur hunting and technology.

Method:  Reconstruction, house museum, exhibits,
graphies, crafts, artifact demonstration,
docent programs, concessions.

INTERPRETIVE AREA 1V b

FORT ROSS COVE INDUSTRIAL AREA \

.Facilities: Boathouses, éhip carpenter shop, tanﬁéry,:

blacksmith shop, bathhouses, storage
sheds.
Interpret: Industrial technology and products, his-
torical activities of unique nature.
Reconstruction, house museums, crafts
and industrial displays, interpretive trails,
docent programs.

Method:

INTERFRETIVE AREA V:
KASHIA POMO VILLAGE AREA

Facilities: Six to ten Pomo earthen and bark houses
‘ constructed in compact village scene —
ceremonial Pomo houses.
Interpret; California aboriginal lifestyle, accultura-
tion and adaptation, material culture, and
modern survivals of Russian influences.

Method:  Reconstruction, house museum, crafts,
exhibits and graphics, docent programs
and concessions.

INTERPRETIVE AREA VI:

NATURAL AREA

Facilities: Trails, signs, overlooks, points of interest.

Interpret: Geology, marine biology, flora and fauna,
~ geology of coastal territories

Method:  Interpretive trails, signs, trailside exhibits,

'+ docent programs. 1



Research Program

In-depth research, both archeological and

~ historical, has been in progress at Fort Ross

since 1970. Planned programs are scheduled
for the 1975-76 and 1976-77 fiscal years.
Because of the complex nature of the cultural
resources, extensive research will be required
to obtain general and specific information for
individual development projects. Adequate
architectural data is not presently available on
most of the approximately 50 structures that
existed inside and outside the fort compound.
Chronological and social information is also
lacking on most of the resources.

There is a need for a planned program of
comprehensive research on all aspects of the
cultural resources at the park.

Research Plan! A comprehensive research
plan will be developed that will establish a
multi-year schedule of stated goals and design
elements. This plan will coordinate and aid in
establishing the construgtion priorities and
budgetary programs. Interpretive priorities
and themes will be considered in conjunction
with established research goals and proper
conservation of the resources. It will be neces-
sary to complete the research plan prior to
any extensive construction planning or devel-
opment programs.

Research Facility: A portion of the pro-
posed park headquarters will be designated as
a research facility. These facilities will not be
generally open to the public, although oppor-
tunities for the interpretation of these activi-
ties will not be overlooked.

The facilities will require space for equip-
ment storage, layout tables, washing racks,

office space, and general security and mainte-
nance considerations. In addition, artifact
storage racks, properly protected and organ-
ized, will be required to house the present
archeological and historical collections and
future additions.

Interpreting the Research: A coordinated
program of interpreting and viewing the field
archeology is of considerable importance. A
muiti-year program of archeological research
provides the visitor with an opportunity to
see the archeologists at work in the “diggins,”
their procedures and equipment. Interpre-
tation of this activity can generate interest
and respect and even shared enthusiasm. Sign-
ing, graphics, and guided tours of such re-
search will add a significant aspect to the
overall interpretation of the park.

RECREATION USE

Day Use Areas
FORT ROSS COVE

The Fort Ross Cove beach attracts the
greatest recreational day use. The natural
character of this cove must be protected. It
plays an extremely significant role in the
interpretation of the Russian story as it con-
tained the boat works and loading point. Its
integrity should not be diminished by incom-
patible recreational development.

Recreational uses should not be allowed to
continue in the cove if there is an encroach-
ment on the historic scene. Public vehicle
access and parking should not be permitted
once the present access road is removed for
the following reasons:

1.1t would encroach upon the scene and
interpretation of the historic area. It would
be in direct conflict with the stated pur-
pose of the park. '

2. Operational conflicts would arise between
historical interpretation and recreational
activity as visitation increases.

It will be necessary "to provide visitors pri-
marily interested in pursuing recreational
activities in the cove with an alternate trail
access to it, one which bypasses the inter-
pretive facilities.

b1



PICNIC AREAS

Picnickers should be encouraged to utilize
the appropriate historic areas, thereby con-
tributing to the vitality of the historic scene.
Food concessions, compatible with the
Russian culture at Fort Ross, should be pro-
vided within the fort compound contnbutmg
to the sense of living history. - X

For visitors who prefer a more secluded set-
tlng, ‘a 10-unit picnic area w1th parking for 15
cars will be provided near the assumed Rus-
sian logging site. This wind protected area is
within the proposed northerly acquisition
parcel among a charming grove of mature
Redwoods,

Portions of the Russuan orchard prowde
magniﬁcent views of the coast and would
serve well as informal picnic areas. The terrain
within this area of the San Andreas Fault
illustrates such variations as sag ponds and
slumping characteristics. :

. PARKING FACILITIES

The existing 130 car parking facility north-
west of the Cypress Grove is considered to be
adequate for the next several years. At such
time as a need for additional parking is
demonstrated, this parking can be doubled by
expansion into the adjacent area marked
“Future Parking” on the General Develop-
ment Plan.

Parking is ‘presently allowed by the lessor
on the proposed acquisition parcel for visitors
utilizing the beaches south of the fort, but
vehicles parked along the coastal bluffs are
incompatible with the development plan of
the park. Visitors to these beaches should use
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the parking area adjacent to the trailer camp
area shown on the land use plan. This parking
area lies in a topographically depressed area
and is visually isolated from the primary his-
toric zone and Highway 1. Overflow parking
space should be provided for days of unusu-
ally high visitation. Trails would make the
beach easily accessible.

The northernmost ravine in the proposed
southern acquisition parcel presentl; is used
for day use parking, primarily by abalone fish-
ermen. This parking area should be retained
and developed for a 20-car capacity.

'SCENIC OVERL.OOKS

Two scenic overlooks are planned. The
overlook adjacent to the Russian cemetery
would be visually screened from the fort area

by the existing variation in land forms and’

native shrubs. A short trail from this overlook
would offer an impressive view of the fort and
direct access to the Russian cemetery. An-
other overlook, higher on the mountainside
along Fort Ross Road, will offer magnificent
views of the coastline below with minimal
alteration of the existing environment. This
latter area is ideal for interpretation of the
geplogic phenomena of the nearby San
Andreas Fault.

FIGURE 19
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Overnight Use Areas

There is a growing need for overnight facili-
ties along this stretch of the Sonoma County
Coast. Several opportunities exist for the
development of camping areas at Fort Ross
without encroachment on the historic scene
or serious 1mpact on the natural env1ronment

S I m I“ RAVINESITE . |
ol I f
The exlstmg camping area in the ravine of
the cove immediately south of Fort Ross
Cove contains adequate space for 20 camp
units, This ravine is well protected from the
coastal winds and offers a variety of vegeta-
tion, including redwoods and open grasslands.
Trailers cannot' be accommodated in the
ravine site, due to the limited space.

COASTAL TERRACE SITE

The lessor frequently allows some public
use of this parcel which is located one mile
south of the fort. It has potential for develop-
ment of 35 trailer camping units, is visually
screened from the primary historic zone by
highway and natural land forms, and offers
access to the beach below. This area will
accommodate the abalone fishermen and is
near the beach area that is currently receiving
the greatest use.

DESIGN PROTOTYPE: CAMP AREAS
DESIGN CRITERIA

o ACCOMMODATE 20—30 UNITS @ 4.6 UNITS/ACRE

e 0-10% SLOPE

e LOCATE IN LOW-MO DEFIATE “ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY
AREA"”
. PROTECTION FROM PREVAILING WIND
VARIETY OF SUN EXPOSURE AND TREE COVER
'VISUALLY ISOLATED FROM PRIMARY HISTORIC ZONE f ol
AVISUALLY ISOLATED FROM HIGHWAY 1. L oL
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ACCESS TO PARK TRAIL SYSTEM

NOTE: “e" IND|CATES THAT SITE SATISFIES DESIGN CRITERIA
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GROUP CAMP SITE

A group camp area is planned at the inter-
section of Fort Ross Creek and the San
Andreas Fault that has been used as a camp-
ground for archeological field groups. Group
use should be continued for several reasons. A
group camp area will receive less use than an
all-purpose campground and would create less
adverse impact on the grass meadow com-
prising a portion of this area. Fewer cars
would be using such a campground, thereby
minimizing the encroachment on the historic
scene. Visitors could be routed to and from
the primary historic area along the old Rus-
sian Road.

FUTURE CAMP AREA

One additional general use camp area is
planned for the proposed acquisition area
north of the fort. This should be developed at
some future time when there is a definite
need beyond that which is filled by the other
camp areas or nearby park units, There is
little demand for such a facility at the present
time. Access to this camp area should be requ-
lated by routing visitors alang the entrance
road to the Personnel Housing and Adminis-
tration Center complex.

bb .



ADMINISTRATIVE AND INTERPRETIVE
FACILITIES

The land use plan designates two areas of
administrative and interpretive facilities:
(1) the Personnel Housing and Adminis-
tration Center and (2) the Visitor Orientation
Center. The existing location of the park
residence seriously encrpaches ona culturally
sensitive area and its removal to the demg
nated site is imperative.

As development and, consequently, visita-
tion increase there will be a growing need for
construction and eventual expansion of the
Personnel ‘Housing and Administration
Center. The anticipated components of such a
complex are described in the design proto-
type,

VISITOR ORIENTATION CENTER

A comprehensive program for a Visitor
Orientation Center has been developed. This
facility, planned for construction in the
1976-77 fiscal year will include an audiovisual
program facility, a viewing area/visitor lounge,
a museum gallery, a small reference room, a

park personnel office, restrooms and a conces-

sionaire space. The viewing area will offer
commanding views of the countryside as well
as the historic area. The orientation center
location is shown on the General Develop-
ment Plan. '
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SCENIC AND FOREST RESERVES

The vast majority of the land within the
proposed boundary is designated as scenic and
forest reserves. Preservation of this land is
imperative to the mtegnty of the historic
viewshed. '

Preservation of the viewshed from the his-
toric area as well as from the highway does
not necessarily exclude all activities from thig
area. Grazing has historically occurred on
these lands and should be allowed to continue
as it existed during the Russian Period and
under the following conditions:

1. Grazing should be regulated by a resource
management plan delineating specific
requirements on the types and numbers of
animals, grazing season duration, areas to
be grazed, and other factors regarding the
impact of grazing on the environment.

2. Grazing should be in conformance with an
‘interpretive plan designating the historical
accuracies of grazing.

HIGHWAY 1 RELOCATION

The current alignment of Highway 1 pre-
sents certain obtrusions, as cars travel within

. 100 feet of the fort, encroaching upon the

historic scene. Access to the historic site of
the Kashia Pomo Indians would be greatly
facilitated by relocation of the highway away
from the fort and automobiles on the high-
way could then be easily visually screened
from the primary interpretive area.

This idea is not new. The concept was
accepted by the Department of Transporta-
tion in the early 1960s but the project was

ultimately terminated due to a lack of funds.
The Planning Program and Planning Guide of
the Department of Transportation no longer
containg this project and no construction is
anticipated within the next twenty years.
Efforts will be made to convince the Depart-
ment of Transportation of the importance of
this project.

OPERATIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Increased development at Fort Ross State
Historic Park will generate a need for addi-
tional personnel. Provision should be made
for adequate fire protection (equipment and
water supply) for the entire area as well. A list
of persopnel requirements according to devel-
opment categories follows.

Historic Area

The various personnel requirements of the
interpretive program are based upon the func-
tion of the particular aspect. These opera-
tional functlons and their requirements are:
1. House Museums and Exhibits '

These will contain artifacts of various
periods, uses and conditions placed in‘a
number of different localities inside and
outside of the fort.
" Requirements: Curator Staff
Maintenance and Security Con-
siderations

2. Docent and Tour Guides
Guided tours of various trails, exhibits,
house museums, etc.
Requirements: Historians
Expert Interpretive Staff -

3. Research Facility
This facility, located at park headquarters,
will support the ongoing research, both
archeological and historical, for a decade or
more. This facility will not generally be
open to the public. It will be used to store
and protect the collections not on display.
Requirements: Curator Staff
Maintenance and Security Con—
31derat10ns

4. Orientation and Visitor Services
These will be required at both the Visitor
Center and inside the Historic Area.
Requirements: Ranger Staff
Maintenance and Security Con-
siderations
Visitor Protection and Patrol

Recreation

The following are proposed recreational
uses outside of the historic area that will
require additional personnel. These are long-
range ' proposals not yet in 'the development
schedule.

1. Overmght Camping ‘
{1) Camp Area (hillside 20 sites)
{2) Camp Area (ravine 20.sites)-
{3) Trailer Camp Area (35 sites)
(4) Group Camp Area (10 vehicles)
Requirements: Maintenance and Fee Col-
lection

2, Day Use Areas
(1} Picnic Areas {grove, orchard, .cove)
(2) Scenic Overlooks (2}

(cont’d, page 60)
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(3) Interpretive Trails

(4) Parking Facilities

Requirements: General Maintenance and
Fee Collection

3. Beach Use
At such time as access for general beach
use is developed v131tor protectlon should
be considered.

! R I R I
Recommenda\'tibns for Further Study

GRAZING

The inhabitants of Fort Ross have grazed
animals ‘on ‘the land to varying degrees ‘contin-
tiously since the Russians arrived in 1812. It is
desirable and practical to retain grazing to the
degree that it maintains the historically accu-
rate pastoral scene. However, this grazing
should be studied to determine at what level

(in terms of numbers of animals per acre per
year} such grazing could become detrimental
to the resources of the park, and how this
grazing should be withdrawn because of vege-
tation conditions or conflict with visitor use.

Written accounts describe Fort Ross as
having sheep, cows, and pigs running loose;
describing the beach as a pig run. The grazing
study shotild also determine breeds of animals
that were,accuraie to the interpretive period.

PLANT MATERIAL

It is entirely possible that several of our

present day agricultural and ornamental plant
varieties were introduced to Fort Ross by the
Russians and subsequent cultures. The first
Gravenstein apples . grown in California are
said to have been planted here. Princess Elena,
wife of Commandant Rotchev, is reported to
have had a fine rose garden and “glass house.”

Varieties of roses still existing on the property
are thought to be from those imported by the
Russians. Mrs. Call, wife of George W. Call,
was from Chile and brought a great many
plants from South America to her yard. Her
fuchsia collection was one of the finest in
California at the time. - '

- Man's relatlonslrup to plants is an impor-
tant factor in the interpretation of his life-
style. To. properly restore and interpret these
ornamental gardens as well as the utilitarian
kitchen gardens much information is neces-
sary. A study must be made to inventory sur-
viving plant material, to determine those
plants that might have been introduced, and
to determine what plants would be found in a
“typical” garden of the period. This research
will be essential for the authentic reconstruc-
tion of the gardens. It is recommended that
these studies be accomplished by expert plant
specialists versed in historic varieties.
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Project Description
Existing Environment '~
Environmental Impact
Modification of Regime
Alteration of Ground Cover
Alteration of Drainage
.- Paving .
Noise
X Land Transfdrmatigh and Construction
f Buildings o
Roads and Trails -
Fences and Signs
‘ Recreational Facilities
" Cut and Fill o
Removal of Existing Structures and Paved Surfaces
- Resource Extraction
Vegetation Removal
Processing
Grazing
Land Alteration
i Landscaping
- Changes in Traffic
Automobile and Pedestrian

Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot be Avoided
Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize fhe Impact
Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Relationship of Local Short-Term Uses of Man’s Environment and the
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity

Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would be Involved
Growth Inducing Impact
Organizatidns Consulted in Preparing Environmental- Iﬁlpé:ct‘iR'epoi‘t

62



V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Project Description

The California State Department of Parks
and Recreation proposes a General Develop-
ment Plan for Fort Ross State Historic Park.
This plan includes approximately 870 acres of
proposed acquisition area adjacent to the
presently owned state lands.

Fort Ross State Historic Park is located on
the Sonoma County coast, 11 miles northwest
of the town of Jenner on State Highway 1.
The unit presently consists of 358 acres with
5000 feet of ocean frontage and contains an
additional 90 acres of tidelands managed as an
underwater park unit under a ten-year renew-
able lease from the State Lands Commission.
Visitor attendance for the 1974 fiscal vear
amounted to approxirmately 300,000.

Fort Ross was established in the spring of
1812 by the fur trading amalgamation known
as the Russian-American Company. In 1799
Tsar Paul granted to this organization a
charter that gave it a complete monopoly over
all the Russian enterprises in North America.
The Russians came not specifically as colo-
nists but as employees of a company inter-
ested primarily in fur trading and supplyirg
the food needs of its Alaska operations.

The Kashia Pomo Indians inhabited this
area for at least several thousand years prior
to the Russian arrival and maintained a close
relationship with the colonists. When the
colony was sold in 1841 to John Sutter no
one remained to help preserve some trace of
the culture that for a time had dominated a
significant portion of California’s coastline.
The fort compound, with the Russian chapel,

Rotchev House, well, and two blockhouses,
are all that remain to tell the story of those
hardy adventurers that once called California
home.

The purpose the park is to enable visitors
to know, enjoy, and understand this Russian
adventure in California. The story of the
Kashia Pomo Indians who inhabited this area
prior to the Russian arrival,” the Russian
occupation of 1812-1841, and the American
Period which followed, will be told by means
of accurate reconstructions of buildings,
trails, and other significant structures.

The objectives of Fort Ross State Historic
Park may be classed into three general cate-
gories: (1) Historical Interpretation, (2) Rec-
reational, and (3) Scenic and Natural
Reserves. The Zone of Primary Cultural Inter-
est where nearly all of the reconstructions will
occur encompasses approximately 10 acres.
This development is necessary to allow park
visitors to experience and appreciate the
rugged Russian venture of 150 years ago. It is
of statewide, national and international signif-
icance in that Fort Ross represents the only
Russian settlement experience readily avail-
able within the continental United States.

An analysis of statewide recreational needs
indicates that there is a definite need for addi-
tional day use and overnight use facilities
along this stretch of the Sonoma County
Coast. The Ceneral Development Plan pro-
poses lacations for overnight camp facilities as
well as day use areas. Other state and county
parks, including Salt Point State Park 8 miles
north and Sonoma Coast State Beach 11 miles
south, exist in the vicinity and are expected
to expand their recreational facilities as the
need arises, thus reducing the need for Fort




Ross to meet more than a small portion of the
camping demand.

The third general objective of the park, the
preservation of scenic and natural reserves,
involves the greatest land area. Retention of
the pristine quality of the views from High-
way 1 and all points within the park is highly
important and is a primary factor in the loca-
tion of all proposed development. Grazing of
the grasslands in these areas will be allowed to
continue in adherence ito a program :'of
resource management guldehnes

The General Development Plan for Fort
Ross State Historic Park consists of a series of
studies which scrutinize the cultural and
natural resources of the park and determine
the public need for the project. These studies
include a Resources Inventory and Analysis,
Resource Management Plan, Analysis of Rec-
reational Needs, and General Development
Plan.

The lands in the process of acquisition are
in two parcels. The northerly parcel is the
larger with approximately 635 acres and 1700
feet of ocean frontage. The southerly parcel
consists of approximately 235 acres with
8100 feet of ocean frontage.

Existing Environment

~The cultural resources associated with these
inhabitants of the Fort Ross area comprise
known and suspect Indian, Russian, and Aleut
archeological sites and American Period build-
ings. Planning proposals recognize the signifi-
cance of these resources and all developrment
should be preceded by an archeological inves-
tigation. : :
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Preservation of the exceptional natural
resources of this unit is also imperative.
Impressive ocean views abound along the
coastal shelf which projects abruptly into the
sea with cliffs rising to nearly 100 feet above
sea level. The ruggedness of this precipitous
coastline is broken by the tranquility of Fort
Ross Cove Beach. Grasslands predominate on
the windswept coastal prairie bordered to the
east by hills distinguished by the charm of
redwood and mixed-conifer forests.

The San Andreas Fault is indicated by sag
ponds and slumping features as well. as
changed configurations of land and  tree
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growth as it traverses the park in a northwest-
erly direction. This resource must be con-
sidered for its seismic risk as well as its in-
herent interpretive value.

Two rare and endangered plant species
exist within this area and should be carefully
protected. They are Chorizanthe valida, a
member of the buckwheat family, and
Dichondra donneliana, widely familiar in cul-
tivation as a lawn and ground cover, but rare-
ly found in: the wild. Although the brown
pelican, an endangered bird, is sometimes seen
flying along the coast during the winter, there
are no rare and endangered animal species
resident to the area.




Environmental Impact

Impact on the environment caused by the
proposed General Development Plan will be
minimal. A primary purpose of For: Ross
State Historic Park and the acquisition areas
in progress is to preserve the lands in their
existing condition as public open space and
retain the ocean view along this section of the
California coast.

Activities which may cause environmental
impact are as fo]lows

MODIFICATION OF REGIME
Alteration of Ground Cover

Existing ground covers will be removed in
areas where they are replaced by buildings,
roads, trails, parking lots, and other park facil-
ities and where they provide a fire hazard
such as in camping and picnic areas.

Alteration of Drainage

Minor alterations of surface runoff patterns
may be necessary in camping areas or near
buildings and trails. There will be no need for
the rerouting of streams or major drainage
patterns. ‘

Paving

Access roads to camping areas, the recom-
mended re-routing of Highway 1, and parking
areas will be paved to accommodate vehicular
traffic. Appropriate trails may be paved to
provide for pedestrian traffic. Increased run-
off can be expected.

Noise

Some increase in vehicular generated noise
and sounds due to increased human activity
can be expected as increased development
encourages increased visitation.

LAND TRANSFORMATION AND
CONSTRUCTION

Buildings

Historic and administrative buildings will
alter the character of the natural environ-
ment. Any adverse impacts on the envi-
ronment that may be caused by deveIOpment
of administrative facilities will be dealt with
in an Environmental Impact Repcrt when it is
determined that these facilities should be
added.

Reconstructions of hlStOI‘lC structures will
be classified under classes 1 and 2 of Article 8
of the “Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act of
1970”, amended December 17, 1973, as
categorically exempt projects. This classifica-
tion follows analysis of the project as a re-
placement of a former structure. The new
structures will be located on the same sites as
the original structires.

Roads and Trails

Road and trail construction will necessitate
grading and the removal of some vegetation.

Fences and Signs

Fences and signs will be installed only
where historically significant and where
required for public safety and convenience.

Recreational Facilities

Any adverse effects on the environment
that may be caused by development of recre-
ation facilities will be dealt with in an Envi-
ronmental Impact Report when it is deter-
mined that facilities should be added.

At this time the anticipated impacts will

he: .

1. Some cut and fill for access roads and
campsites.

2. Visual impact on the natural environment
by roads, campsites, signs, fences, vehicles,
people, and other park facilities.

3. Increased noise levels due to vehicles and
human activity.

4. Some increase of exhaust emissiong due 10
vehicular traffic.

5. Some removal of existing vegetation.

6. Some increase in surface runoff due to
paving. ‘ ‘

7. Some dislocation of wildlife resources and
an increased potential for fires due to
human activity.

Cut and Fill

Some cut and fill will be required for con-
gtruction of buildings, camp areas, picnic
areas, parking areas, scenic overlooks, roads
and trails.

Removal of Existing Structures and
Paved Surfaces

Some removal of existing structures and
paved surfaces will be required in order to
reduce encroachment on the historic scene
and natural environment.
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RESOURCE EXTRACTION

Vegetaﬁbn Removal

Some vegetation removal will be required
for the construction of buildings and other
park facilities. This will consist mainly of
groundcover removal with minimal tree
removal in areas of administration buildings.

Minimal tree removal will occur in those
areas that| significantly encroach on: the his-
toric scene (Some eucalyptus and evergreen
trees.)

PROCESSING

Crazing

Grazing will' be allowed to continue in
those areas in which it enhances the historical
interpretation of the Russian period.

Impact will be minimal since the area is
presently heavily grazed.

LAND ALTERATION

Landscaping

Some minor impact can be expected by the
plantings of trees and the replacement of
groundcover in cut and fill areas. These plant-
ings will be minimal and compatible with the
natural character of the environment.

CHANGES IN TRAFFIC

Automobile and Pedestrian

As historical and recreational development
increase, an increase in automobile traffic is
expected. The anticipated impact will be:

66

1. Visual impact on the natural environment
by vehicles and human activity,

2. Some increase in noise levels and exhaust
emissions,

Adverse Environmental Effects
Which Cannot be Avoided

It is the intent of Fort'Ross State Historic
Park to provide, thfe ‘general public an oppor-
tunlty to énjoy the 1 unigue experlence of the
first Russian settlement in California. In addi-
tion to this primary objective, some effort
will be made to satisfy some of the recre-
ational demands for this portion of the
Sonoma Coast. '

The proposed development is' consistent
with these; purposes and ‘sympathetic with the
environmental conditions. Those impacts
which are unavoidable are minimal and can all
be substantially mitigated.

Any adverse effects on the environment
that may be. caused by development of park
facilities will be dealt with in an Environ-
mental Impact Report when it is determined
that these facilities will be de31gned and
developed.

However, at this stage of the planning the
following unavoidable impacts can bhe
expected:

1. An increase in visitation and traffic vol-
umes, creating some impact on visual
quality, noise levels, and air pollution. With
the local breezes that prevail most of the
time, this increase in pollution will be mini-
mal.

2. Some removal of exmtlng vegetatlon re-
sources, x

3. Some cut and fill for buildings, camp areas,
picnic areas, parking areas, scenic over-
looks, roads and trails.

4. Some visual impact on the present natural
environment. ‘

Mitigation Measures Proposed to
- Minimize the Impact
i i It
The, following mltlgatlon mepsures; will sub-
stant1a11y minimize the environmental impact:

1. Visitation and traffic volumes have been
carefuily studied resulting in projected
increases in future years. Proposed develop-
ment is designed to minimize the impact on
visual quality and noise levels by concen-

trating human activity in the primary his-
; toric zone and in visually isolated recre-
ational areas.

2. The 'minimal removal of vegetation will be
mitigated by: ‘.

(a) re-planting of native trees and ground-
cover to restore the historical authen-
. ticity and natural character of the
environment
(b) the enhancement of the visitors’ inter-
‘pretive experience and recreational
activities

3. Park facilities are carefully designed to

minimize the amount of cut and fill opera-
tions required.

4. 'The visual impact on the natural environ-

ment is mitigated by the sensitive location
of all park facilities. Preservation of the
views within the primary historic zone and
from Highway 1 is a major design factor in
the General Development Plan and is
supported by screening with existing
vegetatlon and topography.



Alternatives to the Proposed Action

The primary alternative to this project is
no action whatsoever., This solution is not
acceptable since it would be in direct conflict
with the stated purpose of the park. This
purpose is to enable visitors to enjoy and
understand the Russian adventure in Cali-
fornia and to partfally meet the demand for
recreational facilities without significant
impact on the pristine quality of the park.

Relationship of Local Short-term
Uses of Man’s Environment and the
Maintenance and Enhancement of
Long-term Productivity

This project will cause no impairment of
potential productivity for any of the pro-
posed land uses. The General Development
Plan adheres, to a Resources Management Plan
that analyzes the long-term effects of land
uses on the landscape. Most of the park land
will Iremam in its present open space use for
the continued benefit of future generations. It
is anticipated that the intensity of use in the
primary historic zone and in areas of recre-
atonal development will be such that there
will be no deterioration in long-term compati-
bility with this use.

Grazing policies compatible with. the
Resource Management Plan should allow con-
tinued agricultural productivity of the land ag
a part of the overall interpretive program.

Irreversible Environmental Changes
Which Would Be Involved

It is anticipated that the proposed devel-
opment will not cause any irreversible envi-
ronmental changes. The abundance of arche-
ological sites within the park is a significant

resource and is subject to irreversible damage. |

However, development for other than inter-
pretive purposes has not been proposed for
areas of known significant archeological sites.
Archeological investigation will precede all
development and only under extraordinary
circumstances will development be allowed to
occur upen an archeological site.

Growth Inducing Impact

Development of additional facilities at
Fort Ross is anticipated to generate additional
visitation to the area. Any increase in tourism
will trigger pressure from tourist accom-
modation developers such as motels, camp-
grounds, restaurants, and shops. These, in
turn, could be expected to require additional
housing development for their employees.

‘The Department of Parks and Recreation
is making an effort to preserve the immediate
Fort Ross vicinity through acquisition. As it is
not practical to acquire all property desirable
to retain the open pristine atmosphere sur-
rounding the Fort, it is recommended that the
California Coastal Zone Conservation Com-
mission and local authorities etiforce zoning
and land use policies that will maintain this
valuable scenic resource.

Organizations Consulted in
Preparing Environmental
Impact Report

The following people and organizations
were contacted in preparation of the General
Development Plan:

California Department of Conservation, Divi-
sion of Forestry; Lee Burcham

California Department of Fish and Game,
Region 3; Manley Inlay

California Division  of Mines and Geology;
Carl Hauge, Mike Huffman, Perry
Animoto

California Native Plant Society; Mary Major

University of California, Davis, Botany
Department; June MeCatchgo

Sonoma County Planning Department; Walter
Kieser

The Sea Ranch Association, Sonoma County,
George Wickersteadt

U.5. Department of Agriculture, Forest Ser-
vice and Soil Conservation: Service
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Old Russian map of Fort Ross area, dated 1817
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Trees

Appendix A

PARTIAL LIST OF PLANT LIFE ALONG
FORT ROSS CREEK AND IN ITS VICINITY

California bay, Umbellularia californica
California nuimegq, Torreya californica
Coast live oak, Quercus agrifolia

Coast redwood, Sequoia sempervirens
Douglas fir, Pseudotsuga menziesii
Tanbark oak, Lithocarpus uensifiora
White alder, Alnus rhombifolia

Willow, Salix sp. -

Shritbs and Woody Vines

YBerry”, Rubus sp.

California hazelnut, Corylus rostrata var. californica
Coffeeberry, Rhammnus californica

Coyote brush, Baccharis pilularis var. consanguinea
Currant, Ribes sp.

Elderbarry, Sambucus sp.

Honeysuckle, Lonicera sp.

Huckleberry, Vaccinium ovatum

Pacific wax-myrtle, Mynca californica

Herbaceous Flowering Plants

Bedstraw, Galium sp,

Buttercup, Ranunculus sp.

Calypso, Calypso bulbosa

Chickweed, Stellaria sp.

Clover, Trifolium sp.

Coral-root, Corallorrhiza maculata
Daouglas iris, Iris douglasiana

Fairy bells, Disporum sp.

Fetid adder's tongue, Scoliopus bigelovii
Forget-me-not, Myosotis sylvatica
Golden eggs, Oenothesa ovata

Grasses (various genera)

Manroot, Marah sp.

Milkmaids, Dentaria californica

Milk thistle, Silybura marianum

Miner's lettuce, Montia perfoliata
Mugwort, Artemisia vulgaris var. heterophylla

Nettle, Urtica sp.
Slim solomon’s seal, Smilacina sessilifolia
Sorrel, Oxalis spp.
Strawberry, Fragaria sp.
Sweet coltsfoot, Petasites palmata
Trillium, Trillium sp.
Violets, Viola spp.

© Wild ginger, Asarum candatum
Yamrow, Achillea millefolium

Ferns, Fern Allies & Lower Plants

Bracken, Pleridium aquilinum var. lanuginosum
Bracket fungi ,
Five-finger fern, Adiantum pedatuin
Horsetail, Equisetum hyemale var. californicum
Lichens
Liverworts
Mosses
Polypedy, Polypodium sp.

" Sword fern, Polystichum sp.
Wood fern, Dryopteris sp.

Compiled by Ron Allison, Don Hook, and
John Werminski on field trip of 12 March 1975.)
X

Plant species on Coastal Grasslands of Fort Ross
Holecams lanatus

Idaho Fescue (N), Festuea idahosnsis
Purple needle grass (N), Stipa pulchra
Wild oats, Avena sp.
Rip gut Bromus rigidis
Blue-eyed grass (N), Sisyrinchium bellum
Foothill needle grass, Stipa lepida
Annual rye grass
Thistle
Wild barley, Hordum sp.

There is a wide variety of plant species along the coastal grasslands.
Most of these species have been introduced.
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Fort Ross State Historic Park is situated on
the Sonoma County Coast, within four hours
travel time of three metropolitan centers.
These metropolitan areas, representing almost
25 percent of the total population of Cali-
fornia, exert the greatest recreationa: pressure
on the Sonoma County Coast. The travel time
zones and the estimated and projected popu-
lations for these metropolitan centers are as
follows:

Travel Time Zone

San Francisco-Oakland- 1-2 Hour
San Jose Metropolitan Area

Sacramento Metrldpolitan Area 24 Hour

Stockton Metropolitan Area 2-4 Hour

1

Department of Finance, 9/71

Appendix B

RECREATION ANALYSIS

Visitor attendance at Fort Ross SHP hag

shown a great increase in the last ten years.

This increase in attendance has not been met
with the development of facilities to meet this
demand. Even though there was an 89 percent

_Increase in visitor attendance, the day use

picnic facilities stayed at 15 tables. The result
is that Fort Ross operated at day use capacity

- for 243 days in 1973.

Projected Population *
1970 1980 1990
4,361,000 5,104,300 6,039,000
637,500 740,500 865,300
290,700 340,100 393,500

The Park and Recreation Information System
(PARIS) Report shows the total recreation
demand being exerted in' each California
county. For Sonoma County, in which Fort
Ross State Historic Park is located, the
following data-is offered:

SONOMA COUNTY
TOTAL FACILITIES NEEDED

1970 1980 1990

Camping Units 1028 1348 1773

Picnic Tables 1526 1998 1634
Miles of Trail 269 351 465
EXISTING FACILITIES

1970 1980 1990

Camping Units 910 910 910
Picnic; Tables 664 664 664
Miles of Trail 128 128 128

ADDITIONAL FACILITIES NEEDED

1970 1980 1890
Camping Units 118 438 863

Pionic Tables 862 1334 1970
Miles of Trail 141 223 337
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Appendix C

Funding for Fort Ross State Historic Park

Fiscal Year Source

1974-75 74 Bond
18974-75 ‘74 Bond

1974-75 ‘74 Bond

1975-76 Collier Conservation
Fund ‘

1976-77 ‘74 Bond

1978-77 '74 Bond

1976-77 Collier Fund
1977-78 74 Bond

LEGEND

= approved and funded
now before Legislature -
Proposed !

o +
[t}

Item Item

Archaeology
Visitor Center

General Development
Plan

Visitor Center
interpretation and
Archaeology
Reconstruction
{Official Barracks)
Visitor Center
Reconstruction
{Kuskov House)

Item Description

Research
Preliminary Planning
and Research

Planning and Research
Planning and Working
Drawings

Research

Working Drawings
and Construction

Construction

Working Drawings
and Construction

Total, excluding
Visitor Center

Amount

$ 30,000
16,000
20,000
40,000
40,000 +

150,000 +

* o

150,000

$445.000

*  The funding proposal for construction of the Visitor Center for the 1976-77 fiscal ysar will be submitted for fagisiative approval
in April 1876, based on the estimate to be made by the Office of Architecture and Construction.
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